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The purpose of this study is to understand cultural planning’s current status in 
the United States. In this study, I used cultural vitality indicators as a tool to evaluate 
the cultural resources of cities in the United States. I also explored how planners have 
responded to the concept of creative cities by reviewing the cultural planning 
activities of the top 60 metropolitan statistical areas (MSA) in the United States. 
Lastly, I conducted a statistical test to see if an additional department such as cultural 
affairs, which focuses primarily on cultural planning, positively impacts cultural 
vitality. The result shows there is no statistical significance of cities that do have this 
additional department versus those cities that do not. Through reviewing the cultural 
planning activities of each city, I found that cities with higher cultural vitality tend to 
focus on encouraging better living condition for artists in their downtown areas and 
cultivating stronger city identity for cultural tourism. Moreover, higher cultural 
vitality cities tend to restructure their city government structure towards a more 
integrated department approach for conducting cultural planning. This research 
contributes an overview of cultural planning activities in the United States.  Although 
the planning implications for cultural planning is limited because of only reviewing 
60 MSAs, it is still valuable for planners to evaluate if it is applicable to adopt in their 
city. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Cities in United States have experienced technological changes, economic 
internationalization, and demographic changes since the 1970s. These shifts have 
shaped today’s metropolitan areas and transformed cities into service-oriented 
economies (Wyly, Glickman, & Lahr, 1998). Due to technological advance, we 
experienced a third industrial revolution. This third industrial revolution has also been 
described as Post-Fordism. It transformed the machine industry to a knowledge 
driven, service-oriented economy that is operated with new technology invention and 
knowledge workers. According to Gordon & Richardson (1997), state and 
international frontiers are no longer barriers; capital flows with ease and therefore 
cities are forced to compete.  
Today, metropolitan areas also share similar landscapes: skyscrapers, massive 
shopping malls, and famous architect-designed museums. The uniqueness of a city’s 
identity is desperately needed. Since cities are always the center for cultural and 
economic activity, planning for cultural and arts has become a new area of interest in 
the planning field (Scott A. , 1997). Attention to this area was raised, in part, by 
Landry (2000) who suggests that cities should consider offering a more creative, 
flexible environment for different fields to collaborate building a better city. It could 
be a pedestrian friendly city, a user-friendly city, and a city that embraces diversity. 
Landry (2000) encouraged planners to think of planning as a multidisciplinary field. 
By using creativity and collaboration between different fields, planners are able to 
build a more walkable, livable environment for residents. This concept has been 
acknowledged and adopted in the United Kingdom. It is also widely used in various 
international cities. For example, the department for Culture, Media & Sports in 
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England and Korea Creative Content Agency in Korea are two famous government 
sector departments for how they are approaching creative cities and cultural planning. 
Background 
Florida (2003) believes that community does have an impact on a region’s 
economy. He also suggested that the creative class is the major work force for today’s 
cities and that it leads a city to become a creative city. He created the model to 
describe this workforce and the impact they have on economies. His model identifies 
three factors that are important to creative city economic growth: talent, technology, 
and tolerance. Talent describes those who have a college degree or higher. Tolerance 
measures the proportion of different races in a city, which he called melting pot index. 
Technology measures a city’s technology industry. The results of the measurements 
match cities that are considered worth visiting today. He also suggests that the 
creative class is the new bourgeois and that it generates a city’s major economy. 
Despite the response by opponents like Donegan, Drucker, Goldstein, Lowe, & 
Malizia (2008) that there are no positive economic outcomes associated with the 
creative class compared to a traditional economic measurements, major cities all over 
the world accept the concept and are trying to gain a better knowledge to approach it. 
They want to provide a better environment for citizens and visitors; a creative city.  
The emergence of the creative city concept has renewed the importance of 
cultural planning for cities. Cities are becoming aware of the importance of having an 
image since it can affect their service-oriented economy. Cities not only need to 
attract visitors, but also potential knowledge workers to gain capital and enhance the 
quality of life. 
There are planners who attempt to categorize cultural planning better, such as 
Dreezsen (1998), Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris (2007), and Evans (2005). Dreezsen 
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(1998) used geographic scale to identify types of cultural planning at the community, 
municipal, regional, and state levels. Grodach & Lourkaitou-Sideris (2007) 
categorized cultural planning by their different strategies: entrepreneurial, creative 
class, and progressive strategies. Evans (2009) categorized cultural planning as forces 
for regeneration: economic, physical, and social. Closer inspection shows that 
Grodach & Lourkaitou-Sideris (2007) and Evans (2005) have similar categories. They 
identify similar planning policies for urban revitalization, such as tax relaxation, in 
their economic and creative class categories; community service, such as arts 
education, in their social and progressive categories; and large city investments, such 
as for art museums and concert halls, in their physical and entrepreneurial categories. 
Since the definition of cultural planning is not always agreed upon, it is hard 
to measure; however, Badham (2010) describes methods for evaluating cultural 
planning that are being used in literature and practice. He suggested that using cultural 
vitality indicators is one of the most effective ways to measure the cultural vitality of 
cities in the United States. They can be seen used in literature such as Smith (2010), 
which adopted the cultural vitality indicator methodology. They also are seen used in 
practice in cities such as Chicago and Minneapolis. 
Research Objective and Importance of Research 
 
Previous studies in literature have typically focused on the development of the 
cultural plan. Few studies have reviewed cultural planning strategies and their 
relationship with cultural vitality of a city. Even fewer have conducted their studies 
longitudinally. This presents an opportunity to explore cultural vitality in cities and 
what is happening in cities that are growing their cultural vitality. 
Therefore, one objective of this research is to explore the current state of 
cultural vitality of cities in the United States. Another objective is to identify what 
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trends are emerging in the strategies planners are using to improve the cultural vitality 
of their cities. A better understanding of cultural vitality of cities may be useful to 
cities that are determining to how they should take on cultural planning activities in 
their city. It also may help those who are already engaged in their own cultural vitality 
strategies to compare their plans with peer cities. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Creative Cities  
 
Beginning in the 1980s, governments experienced a shift from funding and 
regulating the arts as a “cultural industry,” to a more recent government trend to 
consider the arts as a “creative industry.” The creative industry is meant to provide 
acknowledgeable economic or social benefits (Glow & Johanson, 2006). Charles 
Landry (2000) coined the related term, “Creative City”, and provided planners 
guidelines to approach urban planning creatively. 
In the late 1990s, most of the residents in London longed to live in the 
countryside because of the bad living conditions in metropolitan area. However, there 
was not enough space and not enough funding for the public sector to fulfill that wish. 
Hence, planners began to identify reasons for keeping residents happy to live in a city 
(Landry, 2000). 
Landry (2000) suggested that cities should foster diversity to make a city more 
creative. He theorizes that cities are a big public space that provides opportunities for 
people to encounter each other, create bonds and offer support between the 
communities of people that use it. This concept was first accepted in the United 
Kingdom and adopted by the department of Culture, Media & Sports in 1997. 
Later, research Richard Florida (2003) gained a lot of attention because he 
found that creative talent (known as the “creative class”) was one of three indicators 
related to economic performance of cities: technology, talent, and tolerance; often 
referred to as the “3Ts”. He suggested that focus could be given to amenities that 
encouraged talent to locate in cities (Florida, 2008). 
While Florida’s assertions remain popular, his creative class strategy has also 
gained some criticism. Some (Donegan, Drucker, Goldstein, Lowe, & Malizia, 2008) 
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argued that how Florida has defined the creative class is exclusive and elitist. For 
example, the way Florida defines and measures the creative class does not take into 
account creative people without a college degree. This approach may be overlooking 
a portion of the creative talent population of a city. 
Cultural Planning  
 
Despite the criticism of Florida’s research, there has been a renewed interest 
for cities to use arts and culture to attract and retain people. Many years after the city 
beautiful movement, cultural planning has come into the spotlight again. The creative 
city concept has many implications for cultural planning due to its goal to use arts and 
culture to affect city economic performance. New cultural planning strategies are 
emerging, as well as interest in renewing older or more traditional strategies. 
Grodach and Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) reviewed literature and concluded that 
there are three basic categories that strategies are likely to fit into cultural planning: 
entrepreneurial strategies, creative class strategies, and progressive strategies. They 
describe an entrepreneurial strategy as a “proactive; market driven approach guided 
purely by economic objectives” (Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2007, p. 352). This 
strategy typically calls for more “flagship cultural projects” like new sporting arenas 
that will catalyze private investment. It often also includes tax incentives or relaxed 
regulations to attract this same investment. This strategy will likely have a narrow 
scope of just the downtown area and lean toward attracting more tourism from outside 
the city and even from the city outskirts where they try to draw affluent and 
suburbanites back to downtown. Ultimately, economic development is the direct 
outcome desired from their arts and cultural planning efforts. 
Creative class strategies also seek economic development, but approach it 
indirectly through provisions of quality of life. This strategy focuses on projects and 
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programs for arts and entertainment districts that typically locate in the central city 
and historic urban neighborhoods. Cities that use this strategy plan for amenities that 
will attract new residents that are working in the “creative economy” including 
“knowledge-based” workers. The assumption is that the presence of these workers 
will lead to, if not foster, economic development. Therefore, economic development 
is the indirect outcome desired from their arts and cultural planning. 
Progressive strategies could take the form of community art centers and art 
education programs in inner city or underserved neighborhoods because it is more 
focused on directly meeting the needs of local communities and organizations 
(Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2007). Progressive strategies differ from the 
entrepreneurial strategies because they do not consider economic development as a 
goal; instead, they consider reducing economic and social disparities as the primary 
goal.  Some could argue that the creative class strategies also eventually address these 
same issues. Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) point out that the creative class 
strategy is theorized to have economic benefits that “trickle down” to the community. 
This strategy attempts to include everyone, but critics also point out that the approach 
results in a “biased economic development program” towards a select (or favored) set 
of people.  Nonetheless, community development (as opposed to economic 
development) is the direct outcome desired from their arts and cultural planning, 
which differentiates this strategy from the other two. 
Evans (2005) similarly examined cultural planning, but focused specifically on 
regeneration efforts.  Regeneration can be defined as the “transformation of a place--
residential, commercial or open space--that has displayed the symptoms of physical, 
social and/or economic decline” (Evans, 2005, p. 967). He describes three categories 
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that are very similar to Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris (2007): economic regeneration, 
physical regeneration, and social regeneration. 
Economic regenerations have policy imperatives that relate to competitiveness 
and growth.  This could include wealth creation, regional development, tourism, and 
other policies to address the economic growth of the city, not unlike the 
entrepreneurial strategies mentioned earlier.  Physical regeneration policy imperatives 
are more related to creative class strategies in that they contain policies that address 
sustainable development for quality of life and livability.  Similarly, social 
regeneration mirrors progressive strategies because of the focus on policy that 
addresses social inclusion, such as social cohesion, health, and well-being of a 
community. 
Although a city’s cultural planning is primarily motivated by one of these 
categories, there is often overlap among the three. Plans are often created with a range 
of different stakeholders, who each influence the plan’s apparent motivations. For 
instance, a city that seeks revitalization, and ultimately economic development, of its 
downtown area may preserve a historical district in its downtown. Despite their 
differences, these categories are all usually heavily weighted towards some 
underlying economic justification for cultural planning. It has been suggested that this 
has contributed some problematic externalities within cities (Evans, 2009). Some 
examples of this include neglecting to provide opportunities for the lower class and 
possibly displacing historical ethnic populations. There are also documented incidents 
of gentrification and displacement of the very same ethnic populations and or creative 
people that were instrumental in the economic benefits now being achieved (Smith, 
2010). 
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Cultural planning can be conducted on a number of different geographical 
scales. Dreezsen (1998) identified four levels of geographic scale present in cultural 
planning: community level, municipal level, regional level, and state (or larger) level. 
Community level cultural planning takes place at a smaller scale than a municipality. 
This often will be planning for specific neighborhoods in a municipality, such as the 
downtown area. Districts have become a popular community scale to engage in 
cultural planning. Community cultural planning may be implemented for (but not 
limited to) art districts, ethnic districts, or historical districts. 
Cultural planning for municipalities will broadly incorporate the city in its 
entirety. This geographic scale includes a single municipality or county. The 
municipal level is likely to be utilized by cultural planning in smaller cities or towns. 
Cultural planning at the regional level is needed for areas that are more complex 
geographically than a single municipality. The regional level represents multiple 
municipalities or counties for which cultural planning will take place. This is a level 
that can represent cities and towns in close proximity to each other and have a vested 
interest in aligning their planning initiatives. This could also take the form of a city 
that has grown large enough to be considered a statistical area that crosses multiple 
counties. 
Any cultural planning that takes place at a scale larger than a region can be 
considered state level. This should not be interpreted as including only such states as 
Nebraska, but also levels as large as a country and beyond. This level may not be as 
common as the others because of the difficulty of defining a culture at such a large 
spatial extent. 
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Cultural Vitality  
 
Given these strategies to improve arts and culture in a city, it is also important 
to discuss how they are can be evaluated. Badham (2010) reviewed approaches to 
evaluation and reported six major framework categories that they may fall into or 
have been derived from: (1) culture as a way of life, which frames its approach with 
themes of freedoms and dialogue; (2) culture as a resource, which frames its approach 
with themes of investment and relatedness; (3) high culture, which frames its 
approach with themes of arts excellence and arts access; (4) cultural vitality, which 
frames its approach with themes of participation, access, and support; (5) creative 
vitality, which frames its approach with themes of arts occupations and community 
arts; and (6) cultural industries, which frames its approach with themes of production 
and consumption cycles. 
While all of these approaches tend to build on each other, they differ in some 
specific ways.  For instance, the geographic scale for the culture as a way of life, 
culture as a resource, and high culture approaches were derived as national or even 
multinational concepts. The geographic scale for the cultural vitality and creative 
vitality approaches were derived as local or regional concepts.  The cultural industries 
scale was derived as a national concept, but has also been applied to smaller scales 
like Boston. Without inspecting all cities, it is difficult to know to what extent the 
others have been applied locally. 
 The approaches also differ in their scope.  The culture as a way of life, for 
example, remains conceptual and therefore very broad in scope; however, it also 
makes it difficult to measure because data may not exist to determine its value 
(Badham, 2010). Culture as a resource strategies are also very inclusive, but Badham 
(2010) acknowledges that these approaches may be limited to just determining the 
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success of the policy goals and may not reveal much about cultural change over time.  
Cultural industry and high art approaches tend to be more specialized, but go into 
more depth of their specializations.  This allows more detail into meaning of their 
measurements, but Badham (2010) argues that these approaches run the risk of being 
“elitist” and advocate for policies that are exclusive or lean heavily towards economic 
ends in relation to other goals. 
 The creative vitality and cultural vitality approaches also can be inclusive, but 
narrowed in scope relative to how they measure to allow them to be applied more 
easily.  The cultural vitality approach uses a small set of indicators to represent the 
breadth of arts and culture that can exist in a city.  Creative vitality approaches, 
however, go further by creating a composite score of their measurements in the form 
of an index.  While this makes measurement and comparison much easier for 
planners, the narrowed focus limits what will be measured.  For instance, Seattle’s 
Creative Vitality Index tends to focus on the arts-related activity within a specific 
geographic region (Badham, 2010).   
Cultural Vitality Indicators 
 
Smith (2010) describes cultural vitality as the “atmosphere and environment 
that so many cities are striving for” (p. 31). To address how to measure the impact of 
this “atmosphere and environment,” the cultural vitality indicators were created. This 
instrument was originally developed for the Arts and Culture Indicators Project 
(ACIP) of the Urban Institute. According to ACIP, cultural vitality can be grouped 
into three categories: (1) the presence of opportunities to participate (Presence); (2) 
participation in its multiple dimensions (Participation); and (3) support systems for 
cultural participation (Support). 
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Presence represents organizations that provide opportunities for different 
forms of sponsorship, and these may be of varying types and sizes. Participation 
represents various ways of how people engage in arts and cultural activities, such as 
parades and festivals, as well as attending performances offered in their area. Support 
represents an area where the public sector and foundation support, the commercial 
sector, and artists are located in one place. 
There are four tiers of data that are used to create these indicators. (1) Collect 
data from U.S. Census Bureau’s County Business Patterns, Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(BLS), and the National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS). It is publicly 
accessible quantitative data that can be segregated geographically to Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) level or smaller. It is also nationally comparable. (2) Collect 
data for festivals and parades from administrative bodies. It is also quantitative data, 
but not nationally comparable. Its providers are either local arts agency, foundation, 
or police and other city departments. (3) Collect data that is useful, but not cohesive in 
the same form or only in a specific time. It is quantitative data, but not nationally 
comparable. (4) Collect data from anthropological and ethnographic studies of arts 
and culture in communities. It is qualitative data or pre-documentation information. 
Research Question 
 
Although all of these approaches have or are being used today, the cultural 
vitality approach has gained popularity recently in the United States (Badham, 2010). 
Cultural vitality indicators are considered the most recent and thorough methodology 
to adequately apply to regions in United States. Much of the literature, however, has 
been focused on evaluating outcomes of specific projects, such as urban regeneration 
(Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2007). Additionally, other studies have been limited 
to the evaluation of one or two cities. A more comprehensive method to evaluate the 
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results of cultural planning is now available in the cultural vitality indicators. Also, 
more research is needed to examine the change in cultural vitality over time across the 
United States. Therefore, this research seeks to use the cultural vitality indicators in a 
longitudinal study to help fill this gap in literature. This research seeks to fill this gap 
by answering 3 questions: (1) What is the current state of cultural vitality? (2) What 
trends are emerging for cultural vitality? (3) What are the differences between the best 
performing cities and the best growing cities?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 
This chapter describes the methods used to conduct the research study: (1) 
how the cultural vitality indicators were collected is explained; (2) the scope of the 
research for this study is discussed; (3) how the data was collected is described; and 
(4) the methods for analysis are explored and assumptions needed for this analysis 
explained.  
Cultural Vitality Indicators 
 
To evaluate the current state of cultural vitality in United States cities, this 
study uses the cultural vitality indicators.  The indicator values are used to determine 
the performance of cities in their cultural vitality. Although the cultural vitality 
indicators have four tiers, this study makes use of only tier one data.  This is because 
tier one data is the only national comparable data set and therefore suggests that tier 
two through four are outside the reasonable scope of this study (Jackson, Kabwasa-
Green, & Herranz, 2006). 
Described in previous chapters, the cultural vitality indicators can be measured 
using existing secondary data from reliable data sources. Jackson, Kabwasa-Green, & 
Herranz (2007) describes what data to use and how to apply them in the form of 
indicators.  A summary of how the indicators were calculated, their meaning, and the 
source from which they collected is shown in Table 1 (for further details, see 
Appendix C). 
There are seven cultural vitality indicators. Each indicator has its own 
meaning; therefore, each indicator is analyzed and reported individually in the results. 
It should be noted that, according to Jackson, Kabwasa-Green, & Herranz (2006), Y3 
and Y4 indicators by a city’s per 1,000 population. The indicator values are too small 
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to be easily comparable among cities, so per 10,000 populations were used, which is 
the minimum required population of a MSA. Smith (2010) also used the same 
approach to calculate Y3 and Y4 indicators. 
City Selection 
 
The intended populations to study are from cities in the United States. 
Although cities may have jurisdictional boundaries, the same area does not 
necessarily bind their economic boundaries. For this reason, this study uses the 
regions designated as metropolitan statistical areas (MSA) to represent cities in the 
United States. The United States is comprised of over 300 MSAs. These regions are 
very diverse in population. This diversity in population can impact the potential 
resources to adopt or conduct cultural planning. Therefore, this study samples the top 
30 regions in the United States in 2012, assuming that this will help mitigate, but not 
eliminate, differences of potential for resources to engage in cultural planning. The 
top 30 MSAs in the United States in 2012 are listed in and are ranked by order of their 
population. The population was determined using the American Community Survey 
5-year estimates in 2012 (see Appendix A).  
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Data Collection 
The cultural vitality indicator data of the top 30 MSAs for year 2002, year 
2007 and year 2012 were collected to identify the top performing cities.  Using the 
results of that, the cities’ cultural planning activities were then examined and 
compared to see what the top performing cities was doing during the study period 
years. Next, the data was used to identify which city’s cultural vitality grew the most 
within the study period.  Again the cultural planning activities from the cities that 
resulted were compared. Lastly, a statistical analysis was performed to measure 
significance of the findings in the results. To create a valid statistical test, the sample 
size had to be increased to the top populated 60 MSAs in the year 2012 (ACS 5-year 
estimate). 
Each city’s cultural planning activities were examined. To do this, each city’s 
comprehensive plan was collected, and it was determined whether they contained an 
arts and cultural element or not.  Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) suggested 
cultural affairs departments are a unique department because their primary focus is 
cultural planning.  Their research explored cultural affairs departments for 
information on cultural planning activities.  Similarly, this study also examines 
cultural affairs departments of cities. If the city is found to have cultural affairs 
departments that were planning for arts and culture, then the city was designated as a 
city with additional cultural planning outside of the planning department and was 
labeled X2; otherwise, the city was designated as not having additional cultural 
planning outside of the planning department and was labeled X1 (see Table 2).  
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Table 2 Cities of Cultural Planning in Planning Department or in Additional 
Department 
Group X1: Cultural Planning in 
Planning Department 
 
Group X2: Cultural Planning in 
Addition to Planning Department 
 
Atlanta, Baltimore, Birmingham, 
Bridgeport, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Denver, 
Fresno, Grand Rapids, Houston, 
Indianapolis, Jacksonville, Kansas City, 
Louisville, Memphis, Miami, 
Milwaukee, Omaha, Orlando, 
Pittsburgh, Portland, Richmond, 
Riverside, Rochester, Sacramento, Salt 
Lake City, San Diego, San Francisco, 
Tucson, Tulsa, Honolulu, Virginia 
Beach, Washington. 
 
Albuquerque, Austin, Boston, Charlotte, 
Chicago, Cleveland, Columbus, Dallas, 
Detroit, Hartford, Las Vegas, Los 
Angeles, Minneapolis, Nashville, New 
Orleans, New York, Oklahoma City, 
Philadelphia, Phoenix, Providence, 
Raleigh, San Antonio, San Jose, Seattle, 
St. Louis, Tampa, Worcester. 
 
 
 
Data Analysis 
 
A statistical analysis (t-test) is used to know if there is any significant benefit 
in cultural vitality if there is a department, in addition to the planning department, that 
conducts more focused cultural planning.  As mentioned earlier, the cities were 
categorized into two types: group X1 contains cities that only have planning 
department to conduct cultural planning and group X2 contains cities that have 
departments in addition to the planning department (cultural affairs) to conduct 
cultural planning. Such plans could be a cultural plan, an arts and culture strategy 
plan, or an annual report that offers a city’s cultural activities that wasn’t prepared 
only by the planning department. This idea, taken from Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris 
(2007), suggests that the primary mission for departments of cultural affairs is on 
developing, managing, funding, and marketing multiple types of cultural activities, 
which fits the concept of cultural planning. If the statistical analysis shows that cities 
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with additional departments planning for culture have significantly higher cultural 
vitality, then cities may consider having an additional department focused on cultural 
planning in order to improve their cultural vitality performance. In order to meet the 
conditions needed to conduct a statistical test, the study sample was expanded to 60 
MSAs. There were thirty-three cities for group X1 and twenty-seven cities for group 
X2 (see Table 2). For further cultural planning in different department details (see 
Appendix B). 
Summary 
 
Certain assumptions are being made about this study in order to complete 
statistical analyses. The first assumption is that the study data collected is normally 
distributed. Normality will be checked with each statistical test and a judgment of the 
data’s appropriateness will be given in the analysis. The second assumption is that the 
data collected from different MSAs is independent from each other. In the context of 
this study, independence means that an MSA’s average cultural vitality indicator 
(CVI) does not influence the other city’s CVI. This independence is assumed to be 
true. Lastly, this study assumes that the mean values used to compare MSAs have 
equal variances. This assumption is needed for conducting group analysis in a t-test. 
This assumption helps to avoid error rates. 
For indicator of Y5 and Y6, there are quite a few cities that did not have data 
available from the National Center for Charitable Statistics database. This is likely 
due to the fact that their forms were not required to be submitted, which is the case for 
nonprofit 501(c) organizations with annual gross receipts of less than $25,000. Some 
numbers may not be reported because of errors made in the completion of the form. 
Therefore, these cities were not used for the cultural planning activities research.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
This chapter offers results and analysis of the study. It summarizes the current 
state (year 2012) and the growth (from 2002 to 2012) of cultural vitality among the 
top 30 MSAs in the United States. It provides an analysis of cultural planning 
activities for top performing cities in cultural vitality. Lastly, a statistical analysis  (for 
top 60 MSAs) is conducted to see if there is any difference between cities that 
conduct their cultural planning within their planning department and cities that have 
additional focused cultural planning outside of their planning departments. 
 
Cities with High Cultural Vitality in 2002, 2007 and 2012 
 
During the study period, San Francisco, New York, and Los Angeles have 
always had the highest cultural vitality among the top 30 MSAs. In year 2002, 
Philadelphia, Washington DC, St. Louis, Minneapolis, and Cincinnati are the top 3 
cities of nonprofit art organizations and organizations for nonprofit community 
events. In year 2007, Boston, Washington DC, St. Louis, Minneapolis, and Pittsburgh 
are the top 3 cities of nonprofit art organizations, organizations for nonprofit 
community events, and artist employment. In year 2012 Boston, Minneapolis, St. 
Louis, and Portland are cities that are in the top 3 of nonprofit art organizations, 
organizations for nonprofit community events, and artist employment. From the 
preliminary results shows that it is hard for cities to compete in art establishments and 
employment of art establishment (Y1 and Y2) indicators with high-developed cultural 
vitality cities like San Francisco, New York and Los Angeles. However, for nonprofit 
art organizations and nonprofit community events (Y3 and Y4) indicators, it seems 
easier thus more competitive. Cities like Cincinnati and Pittsburgh are only in the top 
3 ranking once in year 2002, 2007, and 2012 (See Table 3). 
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Table 1 Best Performing Cities in Year 2002, 2007, and 2012 
* Cities list in ranking order.  
 
 
Overall Changes within 2002-2012  
 
Results from the years studied (2002, 2007 and 2012) in the top 30 MSAs 
shows that in year 2007 most of the performance of cultural vitality indicators 
dropped, compared to year 2002 (see Table 4).  
 
Table 2 Mean Value of Cultural Vitality Indicators by Year 2002 and 2007 
        Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y7 
2002 2.952 0.00949 3.09 0.098 0.00296 
2007 2.867 0.00655 3.17 0.105 0.00280 
*There is no historical data (year 2002 and 2007) for indicator Y5 and Y6. 
 
Cultural Vitality Indicators 2002 (Top 3 cities) 2007(Top 3 cities) 2012(Top 3 cities) 
Y1 Art Establishments Los Angeles,  
New York,  
San Francisco 
Los Angeles,  
New York,  
San Francisco 
Los Angeles,  
New York,  
San Francisco 
Y2 Employment of Art 
Establishments 
San Francisco,  
New York,  
Los Angeles 
San Francisco,  
Los Angeles,  
New York 
San Francisco,  
New York,  
Los Angeles 
Y3 Nonprofit Art 
Organizations 
Philadelphia,  
San Francisco, 
Washington DC 
San Francisco,  
Boston,  
Washington DC 
San Francisco,  
New York,  
Boston 
Y4 Organizations for 
Nonprofit Community 
Events 
St. Louis,  
Minneapolis, 
Cincinnati 
St. Louis,  
Minneapolis,  
Pittsburgh 
San Francisco, 
Minneapolis,  
St. Louis 
Y7 Artists Employment Los Angeles,  
San Francisco,  
New York 
Los Angeles,  
New York,  
Washington DC 
Portland,  
Los Angeles,  
New York 
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The reason for the dropping performance could be influenced by the economic 
recession recorded as beginning between December 2007 and June 2009 by the 
National Bureau of Economic Research. However, indicator Y3 (number of nonprofit 
art organizations) and indicator Y4 (nonprofit community events) both grew steadily 
(see Table 4). 
As for total growth from 2002 to 2012, only indicator Y2 (employment of art 
establishment) does not grow, but declines by almost half from 2002 to 2012. On the 
other hand, indicator Y1 (arts establishment), Y3 (number of nonprofit art 
organizations, Y4 (nonprofit community events), and Y7 (artist employment) all grew 
(see Table 5).  Among all, indicator Y7 (artist employment) performed the best. It 
grew almost twice in year 2012 than year 2002. This shows that within 10 years the 
environment for artist occupations improve significantly. Moreover, there is a 
tendency for a noticeable gap between cities that perform high and those who are not 
in each indicator. 
 
Table 3 Mean Value of Cultural Vitality Indicators by Year 2002 and 2012 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y7 
2002 2.952 0.00949 3.09 0.098 0.00296 
2012 3.271 0.00521 3.78 0.124 0.00413 
*There is no historical data (year 2002) for indicator Y5 and Y6. 
 
Usually, cities in the top 3 indicators stay the same or in similar place within 
10 years. However, indicator Y7 performed different from other indicators. Cities 
seems to have changed dramatically within the study years (see Table 6, and 
Appendix G).  
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Table 4 High Growth Cultural Vitality Cities  
Cultural Vitality Indicators 2002-2012 (Top 6 cities) 
Y1 Art Establishments Miami, New York, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Dallas, Seattle 
Y2 Employment of Art 
Establishments 
Boston, Minneapolis, Portland, Phoenix, Charlotte, Denver 
Y3 Nonprofit Art Organizations Miami, San Francisco, New York, Dallas, Seattle, Atlanta 
Y4 Organizations for Nonprofit 
Community Events 
San Francisco, Miami, New York, Charlotte, Seattle, Atlanta 
Y7 Artists Employment Portland, Los Angeles, Orlando, Pittsburgh, New York, Kansas City 
*Cities list in ranking order. 
Based on Florida’s 3T theory, indicator Y7 can be considered as a simplified 
version for “Talent”. It can be understood as an indicator for artist-only creative class, 
since indicator Y7 allows people to choose what their occupation is (not where you 
work at, which is different from Y2). 
To summarize the longitudinal findings (year 2002, 2007, 2012 and 2002-
2012), cultural vitality indicators Y3, Y4 and Y7 grew from the year 2002 to the year 
2007 and from the year 2007 to the year 2012 despite the study period possibly being 
affected by the consequences of economic recession. The growing performance of 
indicator Y3 (nonprofit art organizations), Y4 (nonprofit community events), and Y7 
(artist employment) fit with the implication of cultural planning for most of the cities 
in the U.S., which facilitate festivals and community events (Y4), facilitate artists 
working environment (Y7), and offer grants for non-profit art organizations (Y3). 
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According to these study results, cities that either grow the most within years 
or perform the best on a certain year fit more than fifty percent of Florida’s (2003) 
research of Top Ten Cities in Large Cities Creative Rankings. The difference of the 
research method, cultural vitality tier one data, to Florida’s Creative Index is that it 
only collects data that directly links to arts and it’s an indicator that isn’t affected by 
city size. The statistical findings show that there is no statistical significance between 
cultural planning conducted in planning department or those who had additional 
focused planning outside of the planning department. Nevertheless, how cultural 
vitality relates to cultural planning is another main focus of this thesis. From the 
longitudinal study of cultural vitality and the study of government websites, it was 
noticed that cities with high cultural vitality tend to have better website design, more 
nontraditional department sectors, focus more on citizen engagement for festivals, and 
implement third space reuse. The findings correspond with Landry’s creative city 
concept. Cities that are flexible and allow cross-filed collaboration tend to be more 
creative and to provide a better city living environment for residents. It would be 
valuable for further research to do an in depth study of cities which cultural vitality 
has grown the most, such as Portland and Miami. It might inform planners on better 
ways to approach their cultural planning (see Table 4, and Table 5) 
From an overview of government website research for the top 60 MSAs in U.S., cities 
with high cultural vitality in each indicator are equally likely to either be planning 
only in the planning department and having additional focused cultural planning 
outside the planning department. But for those cities that perform well but not the 
best, cities tend to have other departments in charge of cultural planning. In fact, there 
are quite a few cities that grew the most that have cultural planning charged to non-
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traditional government sectors. This echoes to statement of creative city is the trend 
for cities today.  
Cultural Planning Strategies of High Performing Cities 
Below are detailed descriptions of the cultural planning review of cities that have the 
highest cultural vitality (see Table 3) and cities that grow the fastest during the study 
period (year 2002 to 2012) among top 30 MSAs (see Table 6).  
 
Boston 
The City of Boston performed high on Nonprofit Art Organizations. 
In its city departments, there is no planning department. Instead there are Boston 
Redevelopment Authority and Arts, Tourism and Special Events for cultural planning. 
For Boston’s business development, it has CreateBoston, InnovationBoston, 
LifeTechBoston plan. This echoes Florida’s (2003) 3T theory: Technology, Talent, 
and Tolerance.  
 
Los Angeles 
The City of Los Angeles performed high on Art Establishment, Employment of Art 
Establishments, and Artist Employment. It has a planning department and cultural 
affairs for cultural planning. In its general plan, planners plan for cultural or historical 
sites in their open space. Also, the mission for the cultural affairs department is 
“generating and supporting high quality arts and cultural experience” (Department of 
Cultural Affairs in Los Angeles, n.d.).  
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Minneapolis 
The City of Minneapolis performed high on Organizations for Nonprofit Community 
Events. It has Department of Community Planning & Economic Development and 
The Minneapolis Plan for Arts and Culture for cultural planning.  
 
New York 
The City of New York performed high on Art Establishments, Employment of Art 
Establishments, Nonprofit Art Organizations, Nonprofit Art Organizations 
Expenditures and Contribution, and Artist Employment.  The departments of City 
Planning and Cultural Affairs are for its cultural planning. Its cultural affairs 
department’s is “dedicated to supporting and strengthening New York City’s vibrant 
cultural life” (Depatment of Cultural Affairs in New York, n.d.). 
 
Portland 
The City of Portland performed high on Artist Employment. It has a Planning and 
Sustainability department for cultural planning. Its slogan is Innovation. 
Collaboration. Practical Solutions. This fits Landry’s (2000) suggestion. In Portland 
Plan, there is a chapter for Arts and Culture. It indicates that Arts and Culture lead to 
Prosperity and Business Success, Education and Skill Development, and Arts, Culture 
and Innovation.   
 
San Francisco 
The City of San Francisco performed high on all indicators for cultural vitality. Their 
planning Department is in charge of cultural planning in San Francisco. In the “Arts” 
element of their general plan it states that it plans to Support and Nurture Arts 
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Through City Leadership, Recognize and Sustain the Diversity of the Cultural 
Expressions of Art in San Francisco, Recognize and Support Individual Artists and 
arts Organizations, a Combination That is Vital to a Thriving Arts Environment, and 
increase Opportunities for Quality Arts Education (San Francisco Planning 
Department, 2004).  
 
St. Louis 
The City of St. Louis performed high on Organizations for Nonprofit Community 
Events. It has a planning and urban design department as well as a cultural resources 
department to work on its cultural planning strategies. 
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Statistical Analysis 
 
This section describes the results from studying the differences between MSAs with 
cultural planning conducted in the planning department and MSAs with cultural 
planning conducted elsewhere.  In order to adequately analyze this, the former top 30 
MSAs would not be enough to have provided statistical validity; the sample size of 
the groups would be too small.  Therefore, the top 60 MSAs were used in this part of 
the study.  The top 30 MSA’s were included in the complete data set of the top 60 
MSAs. It is organized by cultural vitality indicators used in this study.  Each of the 7 
indicators is analyzed independently and includes each of the following four pieces of 
information.  First there is an overview of the meaning of the variables used.  Next the 
data for this section is described and its use (or lack thereof) was explained.  Then the 
remaining data was described and a hypothesis was formed to test.  Lastly the results 
of the hypothesis test are described and analyzed. 
 
Indicator 1: Art Establishments 
The number of art establishments in each MSA were counted and normalized 
by the population of the MSA in the year 2012.  The resulting indicator is designated 
by Y1 in the analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted 
in the planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 represents the MSAs with 
cultural planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. Both Group 1 and Group 2 had 
three outliers based on their Y1 value relative to the others in their group.  The Group 
1 outlier MSAs were Bridgeport, Miami, and San Francisco.  The Group 2 outlier 
MSAs were Los Angeles, Nashville, and New York.  The outliers in both groups were 
removed in order to conduct a reasonable statistical analysis. 
Without outliers, Group 1 was reduced to 30 MSAs from 33 and Group 2 reduced to 
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24 MSAs from 27.  The mean Y1 value of Group 1 was 2.225 and the mean Y1 value 
of Group 2 was 2.568.  Their standard deviations were 0.539 and 0.650 respectively 
with both groups having a range of about 3.0 between their highest and lowest 
values.  A statistical test was conducted to determine if the difference between group 
means were significant. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there is no differences 
between the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two 
groups have different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis was 
rejected with a t-statistic of -2.117 and a p-value of 0.039.  This result signifies that 
there is a difference in the number of art establishments in MSAs that conduct cultural 
planning within their planning departments and those that conduct it elsewhere.  Also, 
the mean number of art establishments was significantly higher in MSAs that did not 
conduct cultural planning within their planning department. 
 
Indicator 2: Employees in Art Establishments 
The proportions of employees that worked in art establishments compared to 
the total workforce of establishments were collected for each of the 60 MSAs.  This 
indicator is designated by Y2 in the analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs with 
cultural planning conducted in the planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 
represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. Both 
Group 1 and Group 2 had two outliers based on their Y2 value relative to the others in 
their group.  The Group 1 outlier MSAs were Honolulu and Portland.  The Group 2 
outlier MSAs were Los Angeles and New York.  The outermost outliers in each group 
were removed in order to conduct a reasonable statistical analysis. 
For the analysis Group 1 included 32 MSAs and Group 2 included 24 
 
 
 
30 
30 
MSAs.  The mean Y2 value of Group 1 was 4.441 and the mean Y2 value of Group 2 
was 4.372.  Their standard deviations were 0.585 and 0.412 respectively.  Although 
both groups had about the same minimum value of about 3.5, the maximum value of 
Group 1 was slightly higher with a value of 6.29 versus Group 2 with 5.26. 
A statistical test was conducted to determine if the difference between group 
means were significant.  Percentage values present a problem for statistical analysis 
because they are bounded (between 0.0 and 1.0).  This does not meet the assumptions 
for statistical analysis and therefore the values for Y2 were transformed by taking the 
arcsine of the values.  This method allows the range of data to be unbound. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there is no difference 
between the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two 
groups have different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be 
rejected with a t-statistic of 0.498 and a p-value of 0.621.  This result signifies that 
there is not a difference in the average number of employees working in art 
establishments in MSAs that conduct cultural planning within their planning 
departments and those that conduct it elsewhere. 
A closer examination of the probability plots shows that the data for this 
indicator may not be normally distributed.  If this assumption were to hold true then a 
separate analysis for non-normal distributions should be used, such as the Mann 
Whitney U test; however, even after conducting this test on the data, the results are 
the same in that the null hypothesis would be rejected. 
 
Indicator 3: Nonprofit Art Organizations 
The number of nonprofit art organizations in each MSA were counted and 
normalized by the population of the MSA in the year 2012.  The resulting indicator is 
 
 
 
31 
31 
designated by Y3 in the analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs with cultural 
planning conducted in the planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 represents 
the MSAs with cultural planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. 
Both Group 1 and Group 2 had two outliers based on their Y3 value relative to 
the others in their group.  The Group 1 outlier MSAs were Bridgeport and San 
Francisco.  The Group 2 outlier MSAs were Nashville and New York.  A closer look 
at their histograms suggested that these outliers may just be a trend of positively 
skewed data; therefore the outliers were kept and the Y3 data values were transformed 
by taking their logarithm. 
Group 1 contained 32 MSAs and Group 2 contained 27 MSAs.  The mean log 
Y3 value of Group 1 was 0.412 and the mean log Y3 value of Group 2 was 
0.473.  Their standard deviations were 0.176 and 0.174 respectively.  Group 2 had a 
slightly narrower range of values relative to Group 1.  A statistical test was conducted 
to determine if the difference between group means were significant. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there is no difference between 
the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two groups have 
different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be rejected with 
a t-statistic of -1.343 and a p-value of 0.185.  This result signifies that there is no 
difference in the number of nonprofit art establishments in MSAs that conduct 
cultural planning within their planning departments and those that conduct it 
elsewhere. 
An interesting result happens when removing the outliers that were originally 
left in.  After removing the outliers a t-test was conducted on the data.  The result of 
this test leads to reject the null hypothesis that there are no differences between the 
means of the groups.  This new result based on data without the outliers signifies that 
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there is a significant difference in the number of nonprofit art establishments between 
MSAs that conduct cultural planning within their planning departments and those that 
conduct it elsewhere. 
 
Indicator 4: Nonprofit Community Celebration, Festival, Fair, and Parade  
The number of nonprofit community celebration, festival, fair, and parade 
organizations in each MSA were counted and normalized by the population of the 
MSA in the year 2012.  The resulting indicator is designated by Y4 in the 
analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted in the 
planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 represents the MSAs with cultural 
planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. 
Only Group 1 had an outlier based on their Y4 value relative to the others in 
the group.  The Group 1 outlier MSA was Bridgeport.  The outlier of Group 1 was 
removed in order to conduct a reasonable statistical analysis. 
Group 1 contained 30 MSAs and Group 2 contained 27 MSAs.  The mean Y4 value 
of Group 1 was 0.144 and the mean Y4 value of Group 2 was 0.153.  Their standard 
deviations were 0.055 and 0.076 respectively.  Group 2 had a slightly wider range of 
values relative to Group 1, though their minimum values were very close at a value of 
about 0.05.  A statistical test was conducted to determine if the difference between 
group means were significant. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there is no difference 
between the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two 
groups have different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be 
rejected with a t-statistic of -0.558 and a p-value of 0.579.  This result signifies that 
there is no difference in the number of nonprofit community celebration, festival, fair, 
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and parade organizations in MSAs that conduct cultural planning within their 
planning departments and those that conduct it elsewhere. 
 
Indicator 5: Nonprofit Art Organizations Expenditures 
The amount of nonprofit art organizations expenditures in each MSA were collected 
and normalized by the population of the MSA in the year 2012.  The resulting 
indicator is designated by Y5 in the analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs with 
cultural planning conducted in the planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 
represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. 
Only Group 2 had outliers based on their Y5 value relative to the others in 
their group.  Group 2 had two outliers MSAs: Raleigh and Columbus.  A closer look 
at their histograms suggested that these outliers may just be a trend of positively 
skewed data; therefore the outliers were kept and the Y5 data values were transformed 
by taking their logarithm. 
Data was not available in all MSAs for this indicator.  Bridgeport, Hartford, Miami, 
Nashville, and Worcester did not have data available to collect in the NCCS 
database.  This ultimately had a greater impact on the amount of MSAs included in 
Group 2 versus Group 1. 
Group 1 contained 31 MSAs and Group 2 contained 23 MSAs.  The mean log 
Y5 value of Group 1 was 2.93 and the mean log Y5 value of Group 2 was 
2.552.  Their standard deviations were 0.942 and 1.009 respectively.  Group 2 had a 
wider range of values relative to Group 1; although the maximum values for each 
group were very close at about 4.09.  A statistical test was conducted to determine if 
the difference between group means were significant. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there are no differences 
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between the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two 
groups have different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be 
rejected with a t-statistic of 1.415 and a p-value of 0.163.  This result signifies that 
there is no difference in the amount of nonprofit art organizations expenditures in 
MSAs that conduct cultural planning within their planning departments and those that 
conduct it elsewhere. 
 
Indicator 6: Nonprofit Art Organizations Contributions 
The amount of nonprofit art organizations contributions in each MSA were 
collected and normalized by the population of the MSA in the year 2012.  The 
resulting indicator is designated by Y6 in the analysis.  Group 1 represents the MSAs 
with cultural planning conducted in the planning department in the analysis.  Group 2 
represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted elsewhere in the analysis. 
Both Group 1 and Group 2 had one outlier based on their Y6 value relative to 
the others in their group.  Group 1’s outlier MSA was Portland.  Group 2’s outlier 
MSA was Chicago.  A closer look at their histograms suggested that these outliers 
may just be a trend of positively skewed data; therefore the outliers were kept and the 
Y6 data values were transformed by taking their logarithm. 
Data was not available in all MSAs for this indicator.  Bridgeport, Hartford, Miami, 
Nashville, and Worcester did not have data available to collect in the NCCS 
database.  This ultimately had a greater impact on the amount of MSAs included in 
Group 2 versus Group 1. Group 1 contained 31 MSAs and Group 2 contained 23 
MSAs.  The mean log Y6 value of Group 1 was 2.528 and the mean log Y6 value of 
Group 2 was 2.232.  Their standard deviations were 0.688 and 0.908 
respectively.  Group 2 also had a much wider range of values relative to Group 1.  A 
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statistical test was conducted to determine if the difference between group means 
were significant. 
For the statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there are no differences 
between the means of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two 
groups have different means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be 
rejected with a t-statistic of 1.365 and a p-value of 0.178.  This result signifies that 
there is no difference in the amount of nonprofit art organizations contributions in 
MSAs that conduct cultural planning within their planning departments and those that 
conduct it elsewhere. 
 
Indicator 7: Artist Jobs 
The proportions of artist jobs compared to the total jobs were collected for 
each of the 60 MSAs.  This indicator is designated by Y7 in the analysis.  Group 1 
represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted in the planning department in 
the analysis.  Group 2 represents the MSAs with cultural planning conducted 
elsewhere in the analysis. 
Group 1 had one outlier and Group 2 had two outliers based on their Y7 value 
relative to the others in their group.  The Group 1 outlier MSA was Portland.  The 
Group 2 outliers MSAs were Los Angeles and New York.  Only the outlier from 
Group 1 was omitted due to how far it was from the rest of the data set.  The outliers 
of Group 2 were kept because after looking at the histogram their seemed to be 
evidence of a trend of positively skewed data.  The Y7 data was therefore transformed 
by taking their logarithms. 
For the analysis Group 1 included 32 MSAs and Group 2 included 26 
MSAs.  The mean Y7 value of Group 1 was 0.436 and the mean Y7 value of Group 2 
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was 0.467.  Their standard deviations were 0.089 and 0.122 respectively.  Group 2 
had a wider range than Group 1. 
A statistical test was conducted to determine if the difference between group 
means were significant.  Percentage values present a problem for statistical analysis 
because they are bounded (between 0.0 and 1.0).  This does not meet the assumptions 
for statistical analysis and therefore the values for Y7 were transformed by taking the 
arcsine of the values.  This method allows the range of data to be unbound. For the 
statistical analysis, the null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the means 
of the two groups.  The alternative hypothesis is that the two groups have different 
means.  Using a statistical t-test, the null hypothesis failed to be rejected with a t-
statistic of -1.11 and a p-value of 0.272.  This result signifies that there is not a 
difference in the average proportions of artist jobs in MSAs that conduct cultural 
planning within their planning departments and those that conduct it elsewhere. 
 
Table 7 Outliers for Top 60 MSAs in 2012 
 
 
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Y6 Y7 
Planning Dept. Bridgeport, 
Miami, 
San Francisco 
Honolulu, 
Portland 
Bridgeport, 
San Francisco 
Bridgeport None Portland Portland 
Additional 
Cultural 
Planning Dept. 
Los Angeles, 
Nashville, 
New York 
Los Angeles, 
New York 
Nashville,  
New York 
None Raleigh, 
Columbus 
Chicago Los Angeles, 
New York 
*Outliers here represent city has value higher above average cities.  
* There are only 55 cities for indicator Y5 and Y6 due to data availability
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter offers an overview for cultural vitality performance in 
metropolitan areas of the U.S. It discusses the longitudinal study including years 
2002, 2007, and 2012. It examines the cities that have high cultural vitality.  A 
statistical analysis of whether there is a need for additional cultural planning outside 
of the planning department is addressed. And, suggestions derived from descriptive 
analysis of the top 30 MSAs are discussed. 
 
Key Findings and Recommendations for Cultural Planning 
 
This study compares the cultural planning activities in the top 60 populated 
cities in the Unites States (see Appendix D). It includes a statistical analysis of 
whether a city’s cultural vitality changes when an additional department, such as 
cultural affairs, conducts cultural planning for a city. The results suggest that there is 
no statistical significance. The results also show that cultural planning could be just 
conducted in a planning department, such as the city of San Francisco; however, since 
most additional cultural planning departments have been established only recently, it 
might be too early to draw any final conclusions. 
The results also show an interesting phenomenon that may be occurring. From 
inspection of the results, I find that cultural planning as a field or industry in a city has 
its own development pattern. Cities with highest cultural vitality like San Francisco, 
Los Angeles and New York have already developed their cultural policy. It doesn’t 
seem to matter which government sector is in charge of cultural planning, their plan 
thoroughly address what mission needs to be completed. Still, there is a growth 
tendency for a city to set up departments meant to have collaboration between their 
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other departments for the purpose of cultural planning.  For instance the City of 
Austin’s Economic Growth & Redevelopment Service Office and Cultural Arts 
Division, and the Greater Columbus Creative Cultural Commission in Columbus. By 
reviewing cultural planning in comprehensive plans, annual arts and cultural reports 
or cultural plans in each city, I also noticed that there are quite a few cities with above 
average cultural vitality but did not have a thorough cultural plan yet. This may mean 
that those cities should rethink their cultural planning policy development practices.  
A common theme for cultural planning of the top 60 MSAs is demonstrated in 
their strategy for city identity. Cities aim to capitalize on their uniqueness to attract 
visitors and potential tourists. By enhancing their uniqueness, cities enhance their 
quality of urban life for citizens. As for the arts, offering affordable housing for artists 
and providing funds and programming for artists are two main focuses for cities with 
high cultural vitality. For culture, cities that offer events celebrating diversity are 
considered to encourage bonding among communities, which is one of the 
regeneration forces Evans (2009) suggested. 
Acoording to Jackson, Kabwasa-Green, & Herranz (2006), the cultural vitality 
indicator is a tool to evaluatate a city’s presence and support for cultural participation 
and activity. These are seven indicators: Indicator Y1: art establishments, Y2: 
employment in art establishments, Y3: nonprofit art organizations, Y4: nonprofit 
community events organization represents city’s participation. Indicator Y5: nonprofit 
art expenses, Y6: nonprofit art contributions, Y7: artist jobs, all of which represent a 
city’s support of cultural vitality. Using this method has some limitations such as lack 
of data availability, but overall the method was useful when comparing multiple cities 
in the United States. 
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Theoretical Contribution and Planning Implications 
From the work of Smith (2010) it is apparent that cities increasingly are 
interested in developing cultural plans; however, there is not a study to show how 
most of the local governments approach this subject. This study offers an overview of 
cultural planning in metropolitan statistical areas in the United States. It identifies the 
responsible department for cultural planning in each local government and provides 
the performance of their cultural vitality.  
This study provides planners an overview of cultural planning in U.S. 
metropolitan statistical areas. It shows how departments for top performing MSAs 
conducted their cultural planning. The study suggests cultural planning is a 
multidisciplinary process. Cultural planning needs more collaboration between works 
from different departments. It could involve such entities such as a tourist bureau, 
economic development department, cultural affairs department, and a local arts 
council. 
Furthermore, the study shows that high cultural vitality doesn’t necessary exist 
in high population metropolitan areas. Cities like Bridgeport, whose population is less 
than a million performs well on presence of opportunities for cultural participation. It 
scores the highest on indicator Y1 (art Establishments), Y3 (nonprofit art 
organization), and Y4 (nonprofit community events organization) among 60 MSAs. 
This study therefore offers encouragement to any local government in the United 
States to consider cultural planning as one of their planning strategies, since cultural 
development doesn’t necessarily need to take place in a large metropolitan area. 
Conclusion and Future Research 
Grodach & Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) indicate that cultural development is 
important to multiple public and private sector agencies, so does the result of the 
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study. There is an opportunity, through a diverse set of partnerships, to improve 
overall cultural vitality if these relationships were better understood and strategies 
analyzed. To explore this further, cultural planning researchers need to expand their 
area to not only include planning but also policy management, tourism, business, and 
arts. 
Cultural planning is a fairly a new area compared to the other planning fields. 
More planners and scholars need to investigate it. Currently, other studies focus more 
on case studies and survey-based evaluation projects. Since this study collected data 
from the top 60 MSAs in the U.S., larger samples may bring new insights due to 
smaller cities being excluded. Also, more in-depth longitudinal studies that track 
trends over more years may be a good way to find other interesting results and 
implications for cultural policies or related projects.  
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APPENDIX A: STUDY AREAS 
 
A1: Top 60 Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
Rank MSA Pop 2012 
1 New York-Newark-Jersey City, NY-NJ-PA Metropolitan Statistical Area 19,831,858 
2 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 13,052,921 
3 Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI Metropolitan Statistical Area 9,522,434 
4 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area 6,700,991 
5 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area 6,177,035 
6 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 6,018,800 
7 Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metropolitan Statistical Area 5,860,342 
8 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 5,762,717 
9 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Roswell, GA Metropolitan Statistical Area 5,457,831 
10 Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,640,802 
11 San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,455,560 
12 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,350,096 
13 Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,329,534 
14 Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI Metropolitan Statistical Area 4,292,060 
15 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA Metropolitan Statistical Area 3,552,157 
16 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Metropolitan Statistical Area 3,422,264 
17 San Diego-Carlsbad, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 3,177,063 
18 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,842,878 
19 St. Louis, MO-IL Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,795,794 
20 Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,753,149 
21 Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,645,209 
22 Pittsburgh, PA Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,360,733 
23 Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,296,569 
24 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,289,800 
25 San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,234,003 
26 Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,223,674 
27 Sacramento–Roseville–Arden-Arcade, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,196,482 
28 Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,128,603 
29 Cleveland-Elyria, OH Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,063,535 
30 Kansas City, MO-KS Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,038,724 
31 Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV Metropolitan Statistical Area 2,000,759 
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32 Columbus, OH Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,944,002 
33 Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,928,982 
34 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,894,388 
35 Austin-Round Rock, TX Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,834,303 
36 Nashville-Davidson–Murfreesboro–Franklin, TN Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,726,693 
37 Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,699,925 
38 Providence-Warwick, RI-MA Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,601,374 
39 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,566,981 
40 Jacksonville, FL Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,377,850 
41 Memphis, TN-MS-AR Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,341,690 
42 Oklahoma City, OK Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,296,565 
43 Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,251,351 
44 Richmond, VA Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,231,980 
45 New Orleans-Metairie, LA Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,227,096 
46 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,214,400 
47 Raleigh, NC Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,188,564 
48 Birmingham-Hoover, AL Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,136,650 
49 Buffalo-Cheektowaga-Niagara Falls, NY Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,134,210 
50 Salt Lake City, UT Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,123,712 
51 Rochester, NY Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,082,284 
52 Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI Metropolitan Statistical Area 1,005,648 
53 Tucson, AZ Metropolitan Statistical Area 992,394 
54 Urban Honolulu, HI Metropolitan Statistical Area 976,372 
55 Tulsa, OK Metropolitan Statistical Area 951,880 
56 Fresno, CA Metropolitan Statistical Area 947,895 
57 Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT Metropolitan Statistical Area 933,835 
58 Worcester, MA-CT Metropolitan Statistical Area 923,762 
59 Albuquerque, NM Metropolitan Statistical Area 901,700 
60 Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA Metropolitan Statistical Area 885,624 
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APPENDIX B: CATOGORY FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
 
B1: Cities with Cultural Planning in Planning Department 
Cities Planning Department  Document for cultural planning 
Atlanta Planning & Community Development 2011 Comprehensive Development Plan (CDP) 
Baltimore Baltimore City Planning Department Comprehensive Master Plan 
Birmingham Planning, Engineering & Permits Birmingham Comprehensive Plan 
 
Bridgeport Planning & Economic Development Master Plan of Conservation & Development- 
BRIDGEPORT 2020: A VISION FOR THE 
FUTURE 
Buffalo Office of Strategic Planning 
 
Buffalo’s Comprehensive Plan 
Cincinnati City Planning & Buildings Plan Cincinnati 
Denver Community Planning and Development Comprehensive Plan 2000 
Fresno Development and Resource Management 
 
Draft General Plan  
Grand Rapids Planning Department  City of Grand Rapids 2002 Master Plan 
Houston Planning & Development General Plan 
 
Indianapolis Metropolitan Development INDIANAPOLIS INSIGHT 
Jacksonville Planning and Development City of Jacksonville 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
Kansas City City Planning & Development FOCUS (Forging Our Comprehensive Urban 
Strategy) 
Louisville Planning and Design Cornerstone 2020: The Comprehensive Plan 
Memphis Planning and Development Memphis 2000 
Miami Planning & Zoning Miami Comprehensive Neighborhood Plan 
(MCNP) 
Milwaukee Department of City Development Comprehensive Planning and Smart Growth in 
Milwaukee 
Omaha Planning Department Comprehensive Plan 
Orlando City Planning Division Growth Management Plan (GMP) 
Pittsburgh Department of City Planning PLANPGH 
Portland Planning and Sustainability Comprehensive Plan 
Richmond Planning and Development Review Master Plan 
Riverside Community Development Department General Plan 2025 
Rochester Planning and Zoning Comprehensive Plan 
Sacramento Community Development 2030 General Plan 
Salt Lake City Planning PLAN Salt Lake 
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B2: Cities with Cultural Planning in Additional Department 
Cities Additional Department for cultural planning Document 
Albuquerque Arts Alliance, Inc. Cultural Plan for the City of Albuquerque 
 
Austin City of Austin Economic Growth & 
Redevelopment Service Office 
Cultural Arts Division 
CREATEAUSTIN Cultural Master Plan 
 
Boston The Mayor’s Office of Arts, Tourism & 
Special Events 
A City Evolves: Maps and Visions of Boston 
from 1775-Present 
 
Cleveland Planning Connecting Cleveland 2020 Citywide Plan 
Charlotte Arts & Science Council Cultural Facilities Master Plan 
Chicago Cultural Affairs and Special Events Chicago Cultural Plan 
Columbus GREATER COLUMBUS CREATIVE 
CULTURAL COMMISION  
Cultural Plan 
Dallas Dallas Division of Cultural Affairs 
 
Community Cultural Plan for the City of Dallas  
Detroit Michigan Council for Arts and Cultural Affairs Strategic Plan 
Hartford Marketing, Events & Cultural Affairs Division Mission & Vision 
Las Vegas Office of Cultural Affairs Service & Information 
Los Angeles Department of Cultural Affairs Los Angeles Endowment for the Arts 
San Diego Planning, Neighborhoods & Economic 
Development 
General Plan 
San Francisco Planning Department SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN 
Tucson Planning and Development Service The General Plan 
Tulsa City of Tulsa Planning Department Tulsa Comprehensive Plan 
Honolulu Department of Planning and Permitting THE GENERAL PLAN 
Virginia Beach Planning 2009 Comprehensive Plan 
Washington Office of Planning 2006 Comprehensive Plan 
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Minneapolis Minneapolis Arts Commission The Minneapolis Plan for Arts and Culture 
Nashville Cultural Arts Department Historical 
Commission 
Cultural Arts 
New Orleans The Cultural Committee Cultural Committee Final Report 
New York Department of Cultural Affairs (DCLA) NYC Culture Annual Report 2013 
Oklahoma City Office of Arts & Cultural Affairs 
Oklahoma City 
Strategies for tomorrow- a cultural plan for 
Oklahoma City 
Philadelphia Office of Arts, Culture  
and the Creative Economy 
CREATIVE PHILADELPHIA 
Phoenix Office of Arts and Culture Arts & Culture Plan 
Providence Art, Culture + Tourism Creative Providence 
Raleigh Planning and the Parks, Recreation, Green way Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources 
System Plan 
San Antonio  
Department for Culture & Creative 
Development 
THE CITY OF SAN ANTONIO’S 
CULTURAL PLAN 
San Jose Office of Cultural Affairs Cultural Connection: San JoseÕs Cultural Plan 
for 2011-2020 
Seattle Office of Arts & Culture Municipal Art Plan and art plans 
St. Louis Planning and Urban Design Agency- Cultural 
Resource Office 
St. Louis Preservation Plan 
Tampa Art Program Riverwalk Cultural Plan 
Worcester Cultural development Arts & Culture 
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APPENDIX C: CULTURAL VITALITY INDICATOR 
 
C1: Y1 (Arts Establishments) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Theatre Companies and Dinner Theatres NAICS 711110 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Dance Companies NAICS 711120 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Musical Groups and Artists NAICS 711130 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Other Performing Arts Companies NAICS 711190 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Motion Picture Theatres (except drive-ins) NAICS 512131 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Museums NAICS 712110 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Historical Sites NAICS 712120 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Zoos and Botanical Gardens NAICS 712130 
CZBP Y1 Arts Organizations Nature Parks NAICS 712190 
CZBP Y1 Art Schools Fine Art Schools NAICS 611610 
CZBP Y1 Independent Artists Independent Artists, Writers, and Performers NAICS 711510 
CZBP Y1 Ancillary Art Participation Venues Bookstores NAICS 451211 
CZBP Y1 Ancillary Art Participation Venues Prerecorded tape, compact disc, and record stores NAICS 451220 
CZBP Y1 Ancillary Art Participation Venues Video Tape and Disc Rental NAICS 532230 
CZBP Y1 Retail Art Dealerships Art Dealers NAICS 453920 
 
 
C2: Y2 (Employment of Arts Establishments) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
CZBP Y2 Employment Employment in all Art Establishments Combined NAICS Combined Metric 
 
 
C3: Y3 (Nonprofit Art Organizations) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A01 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A02 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A03 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A05 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A11 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A12 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Support Organizations NTEE-CC A19 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Arts and Culture Organizations NTEE-CC A20 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Arts and Culture Organizations NTEE-CC A23 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Arts and Culture Organizations NTEE-CC A24 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Arts and Culture Organizations NTEE-CC A25 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Arts and Culture Organizations NTEE-CC A26 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A30 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A31 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A32 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A33 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A34 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Media and Communications NTEE-CC A40 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A50 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A51 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A52 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A54 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A56 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Museums NTEE-CC A57 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A60 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A61 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A62 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A63 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A65 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A68 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A69 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A6A 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A6B 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A6C 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Performing Arts NTEE-CC A6E 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Other Arts, Culture, and Humanities Nonprofits NTEE-CC A70 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Other Arts, Culture, and Humanities Nonprofits NTEE-CC A80 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Other Arts, Culture, and Humanities Nonprofits NTEE-CC A82 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Other Arts, Culture, and Humanities Nonprofits NTEE-CC A90 
NCCS Y3 Arts, Culture and Humanities Other Arts, Culture, and Humanities Nonprofits NTEE-CC A99 
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C4: Y4 (Organizations for Nonprofit Community Events) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
NCCS Y4 Community Celebrations, Festivals, Fairs, and Parades Community Celebrations NTEE-CC A27 
NCCS Y4 Community Celebrations, Festivals, Fairs, and Parades Commemorative Events NTEE-CC A84 
NCCS Y4 Community Celebrations, Festivals, Fairs, and Parades Fairs NTEE-CC N52 
 
 
C5: Y5 (Non-profit Arts Expenses) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
NCCS Y5 Expenditures 
Expenses of All Nonprofit Arts Organizations and Cultural 
Events 
NTEE-
CC 
Combined 
Metric 
 
 
C6: Y6 (Non-profit Arts Contributions) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
NCCS Y6 Contributions 
Contributions to All Nonprofit Arts Organizations and 
Cultural Events 
NTEE-
CC 
Combined 
Metric 
 
 
C7: Y7 (Artists Employment) 
Source Indicator Category Type Class Class No. 
BLS Y7 Jobs Art Directors OES 27-1011 
BLS Y7 Jobs Fine Artists; including painters, sculptors, and illustrators OES 27-1013 
BLS Y7 Jobs Multimedia Artists and Animators OES 27-1014 
BLS Y7 Jobs Photographers OES 27-4021 
BLS Y7 Jobs Camera Operators, Television, Video, and Motion Picture OES 27-4031 
BLS Y7 Jobs Actors OES 27-2011 
BLS Y7 Jobs Producers and Directors OES 27-2012 
BLS Y7 Jobs Dancers OES 27-2031 
BLS Y7 Jobs Choreographers OES 27-2032 
BLS Y7 Jobs Music Directors and Composers OES 27-2041 
BLS Y7 Jobs Musicians and Singers OES 27-2042 
BLS Y7 Jobs Writers and Authors OES 27-3043 
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